Measurement integrity is crucial to sound scientific inquiry.
Generally, researchers take considerable care with the selection of instruments to be used to collect data and examine reports of reliability and validity offered by the author(s) of the instrument or by others. This is important.
However, it is equally important that researchers empirically evaluate the measurement integrity of data collected in each study before engaging in substantive analyses. This later necessity is underrecognized in contemporary practice (Thompson, in press-b) .
The importance of confirming measurement integrity for data in hand arises from the fact, notwithstanding misconceptions to the contrary (Thompson, in press-a) , that it is data, not instruments, which may be appropriately characterized as reliable or unreliable and as valid or invalid.
Data collected from given subjects on given occasions possess psychometric properties, not instruments.
As Rowley (1976, p. 53) notes, "It needs to be established that an instrument itself is neither reliable nor unreliable." As Sax (1980, p. 261) prasumption that the data in hand will be as sound as the data collected in previous measurement studies, even when the subjects in a given study appear to be similar to the subjects employed in previous measurement integrity research.
Of course, if particular instruments repeatedly facilitate the collection of reliable and valid data, then researchers can vest more confidence in the utility of the instrument with which the data were ascertained. Thus, the consequence of empirically 2 evaluating data at hand is two-fold: (a) more credence can be given to the results which emerge from the substantive analyses and (b) additional cumulative verification of the usefulness of the instrument is documented for future researchers.
In the current study, the measurement integrity of scores obtained on the Child Abuse Potential (CAP) Inventory (Milner:
1986) was investigated. Factor structures underlying CAP responses suggest that the data in hand were reasonably valid. A "scree" plot of the first nine eigenvalues of the intervariable correlation matrix-associated with the principal components prior to rotation (Thompson, 1989)-suggested the existence of six factors, a finding consistent 6 with the previous work reported by Milner (1986) . Factor VI is defined by items that reflect conflict with others.
The factor was labelled Discord, and is somewhat similar to the factor that Milner called "Problems with Family". 
Diagmadan
The integrity of scores assigned using the Child Abuse better, and no items in this scale had negative item-to-total-score correlation coefficients.
The reliability results for the substantive subscales appeared to larger be a function of the number of items associated with the subscales suggested by Milner (1986) . This result is somewhat expected. Variance drives reliability, and scores on scales with more items tend to be more reliable, since scores on such scales tend to be more variable.
The relatively small alpha coefficients, and the inability to reproduce during factor analysis some of the subscales suggested by Milner (1986) , both seem to militate against using subscale scores from the CAP.,Total abuse scores, based on 77 items, do seem to have sufficient reliability (a=.91) to warrant consideration for use in research and clinical interventions.
The factors isolated in the present study were interpretable, and appear to be measure more abstract constructs than the structure suggested by Milner (1986), who identified subscales such as "Problems with Self" (6 items), "Problems with Family" (4 items), and "Problems with Others" (6 items). And each factor in the present study was marked by quite a few salient items. However, the factor structure underlying CAP Inventory responses does raise intriguing questions, and should be further explored in future research. .31 113 My child has special problems.
Note. "Exp" = the factor with which the item was originally identified by the author of the instrument (Milner, 1986) . The expected ("Exp") factors that Milner (1986) found were coded here: 1 = "Distress"; 2 = "Rigidity"; 3 = "Unhappiness"; 4 = "Problems with Child and Self"; 5 = "Problems with Family"; and 6 = "Problems with Others". "Str" = the factor structure coefficient for the item in the present study. "No." = the item number for each scored item. Weighted items responses were the basis for factor extraction.
